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zemindar, the holder of land subject to the payment of
revenue, was in a different position from a farmer, and
that a farmer who represented a zemindar would not be
subject to the jurisdiction. To this viewlmpey expressed
his assent. Hyde also agreed.                                   c

This was the first case in which the liability of a farmer,
as he was then called, to the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court was affirmed. Whatever may be thought of the
policy of the statute I do not see any answer to Impey's
argument as to its meaning. What persons directly or in-
directly in the service of the Company could it have been
intended to bring under the provisions of the Regulating
Act as to the Supreme Court if those who were em-
ployed in the collection of the revenue were not to be so
included ?

The next point to be noticed is as to the justification
set up by the defendants for their conduct. Substantially
1Behader Beg's justification was that he was only a
litigant, that the other defendants were officers of justice,
and that all he did was to take what they gave him.
His justification therefore depended upon theirs.

The substance of the 2 justification of the Cazi and
Muftis must be stated a little more fully.

Put simply, and divested of surplusage, it came to this,
that the Provincial Councils were courts of justice before
the Regulating Act; and that also before the Regulating
Act they were attended by cazis and muftis to whom
suits between Mohammedans used to be referred; that
upon such reference the cazis and muftis used to hear the
parties, or their vakeels, and the evidence on both sides,
and to make a report to the Court, whereupon the Court
made a decree, subject to an appeal to the President arid
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